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5 eae theory of evolution is a theory of origins; it gives what 
is regarded by many as the most probable explanation of 
how the various kinds of plants and animals, including man, 
came. into existence. In most recent books and articles dealing 
with these matters, evolution is treated as one of the settled 
truths of modern science; though the authors are often very 
candid in acknowledging that we do not know the precise way 
in which this evolution was accomplished. They assume the 
fact, but admit that nobody knows the how. 

But the plants and the animals are here in the world, and 
they must have had a beginning; for no one can imagine that 
the world has been occupied by them during all the eternity of 
the past. And in dealing with their origin; it is not sufficient 
for us to point out that the entire argument for evolution is 
full of uncertainties and of links that are only probabilities. 
Every one of the great conclusions of modern science rests only 
on probabilities. This in itself is not a vital objection to the 
theory, unless we can show some other explanation to be still 

“more probable.. But we are honestly bound to discard the evo- 
lution theory, if we find some other explanation of the origin of 
things which, all things considered, is more probable than the 
one offered by evolution. 

And such an alternative explanation must, in the very nature 
of things, be a theory of direct creation; for the theory of evo- 
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lution is so elastic, it assumes so many protean forms, that the 
term is used to cover any and all theories of the origin of things 
by any slow, gradual process whatever. In this sense of the 
word, there is not merely one theory of evolution, but a thou- 
sand and one. Yet any and all of these theories may properly 
be included under the general head of the evolution theory; for 
all alike are directly opposed to the real creation of the world 
and of the plants and animals now peopling the world. In other 
words, “evolution” and “creation” are antonyms, they are op- 
posites; and the only legitimate way to discredit either theory 
is to show that the opposite theory is more probable. And it 
is because I believe that the doctrine*of a direct creation is the 
more probable one, that I am not an evolutionist. To explain 
this line of reasoning is the purpose of this tract. 


A Gradual Process Versus a Completed Act 


The essential idea of the evolution theory may be stated in 
the one word, uniformity. That is, this doctrine states that the 
present is the measure of the past, and the measure of all the 
past. It teaches that all the different phases of life have grown 
up by processes still operating in the world around us. Cer- 
tain processes of variation, mutation, selection, et cetera, are 
said to be now going on in our modern world; and the theory 
assumes that these processes have always prevailed in the past. 
And it says that if these processes are admitted as having pre- 
vailed in the past, they explain the way in which even the 
highest forms of life, man included, have come into existence. 

On the other hand, the essential idea of the doctrine of crea- 
tion is that, at some time in the past, the great God of nature, 
in bringing things into existence, exercised certain powers which 
we do not see manifested in sustaining or perpetuating them. 
It is not a question of time, but of manner. The question of 
how much time was occupied in the work of creation is of no 
importance, so far as the logic of the case is concerned; nor is 
the question of how long ago this creation took place. The one 
essential idea regarding creation is that its ways and processes 
are wholly beyond the reach of science; we cannot hope to un- 
derstand its processes or its details, for we have nothing with 
which to measure it. In other words, creation is a completed 
act, and cannot be equated or interpreted in terms of any of the 
common natural processes now going on, 

Thus again we see that evolution and creation are opposites. 
And these two are the only possible views: they occupy all the 
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field, and there is no third alternative. But this fact points out 
a very simple method of testing out the claims of the two 
theories. 


Five Things That Must Be Proved for Evolution 


Looking at the problem in its widest aspects, we could make 
a good start for the evolution doctrine, if we could show that 
matter can be made from nothing, or even that it can be synthe- 
sized from the electrons, or particles of electricity, of which 
all matter seems to be composed. We could further help to 
establish the probability of the doctrine, if we could show that 
energy can be created or increased in amount. Next we would 
need to bridge over the gulf between the living and the not- 
living, or in other words, to prove the possibility of spontaneous 
generation. If then we could show that some at least of the 
lower forms of life, such as the protozoa and bacteria, are con-- 
stantly developing into other higher forms of life, we would 
thereby establish a strong presumption in favor of the same 
principle among these higher forms themselves. And jf, in 
.addition to all this, we could prove that the effects of environ- 
ment, or what are called “acquired characters,” are transmitted 
in heredity; or if we could prove that selection of any kind, 
natural or artificial, can go on indefinitely improving the 
stock,— we would thus establish a reasonable antecedent proba- 
bility that some method of progressive development prevails 
among the higher forms of life. Lastly, we might complete this 
line of argument, if, by our breeding experiments, we could 
produce distinctly new types of plants and animals, something 
more than mere analytic varieties or unit characters, in accord 
with Mendel’s law. These are the simple and natural methods 
of working up a chain of evidence in favor of the evolution 
theory. 

And we can make out a strong case against evolution and 
in favor of a real creation, if we can show the exact reverse of 
all the points mentioned. But every one who has kept informed ° 
as to modern scientific discoveries knows how easy it is to do 
this. Still, as this tract is likely to fall into the hands of per- 
sons who aré not so well acquainted with the progress of 
modern science, it may be well to sum up our knowledge regard- 
ing the various points referred to, remembering that every one 
of these points is an evidence against the theory of evolution 
and in favor of the doctrine of a literal creation. 
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-Disintegration a Fixed Law 


1. Let us first speak of the origin of matter. The newly 
developed science of radioactivity has shown that the atoms of 
all the chemical elements are made up simply of two kinds of 
things, a nucleus of one or more units of positive electricity, 
surrounded by a number of negative units, each of which is only 
about 1/1760 as large, the number of the latter varying with the 
particular kind of chemical element. Some of the heavier ele- 
ments, such as uranium, radium, and thorium, are constantly 
disintegrating, or breaking down, by loss of electrons, into other 
elements of lighter weight; but no instance of the reverse proc- 
ess is yet known to science. Thus our modern scientific view of 
the world of matter makes it resemble a great clock constantly 
running down, with no known method of winding it up. Not 
the evolution of matter, but the disintegration of matter, is the 
plain lesson from these discoveries in radioactivity; and the 
conclusion is inevitable that the stuff of which the universe is 
composed must have been called into existence by the fiat of 
the great Creator. 


Energy Fixed by God at Creation 


2, And we do not know how energy could have originated 
except in the same way, by the decree of the One who called 
matter into existence. But energy has a real existence, as real 
as potatoes or molasses; and its origin needs just as much to be 
accounted for as we need to account for life or matter itself. 
All our energy comes to us from the sun, and its numerous 
forms are freely transmuted by us here on the earth back and 
forth in a thousand ways, with constant slight losses, but ab- 
solutely without the gain of a single erg or a single calorie. 
And as, according to the Bible, this central heating plant of our 
solar system was created at the same time as our world, and 
created to serve our world, it is easy to understand that a defi- 
nite amount of solar energy has been fixed by divine decree, to 

*be doled out to our world from second to second. To confirm 
this view, we have the astronomical fact that the amount of 
energy we receive from the sun has not varied from century to 
century. As far as science can measure it, the energy hourly 
given out to us is a constant quantity; and when we receive it, 
we cannot increase it in the slightest degree by all our mechanics 
or by all our science. Thus in this sense also the Bible record - 
is confirmed, that the amount of energy available for our world 
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was fixed, or finished, “from the foundation of the world.” 
Hebrews 4: 3. 


Spontaneous Generation Impossible 


3. Régarding the origin of life, who does not know that not 
a single example of spontaneous generation has been witnessed 
since the dawn of scientific observation? As with matter and 
energy, so with life, the record in the Bible is confirmed; for 
modern science compels us to say that we do not know how life 
could have originated except by a direct creation by the God of 
nature. The transformation of the not-living into the living is 
not in any sense a natural process; it is a real creation. 

4. The bacteria and protozoa, under favorable conditions, 
can become mature and reproduce a new generation within a 
half hour; and thus an uncounted number of generations can ap- 
pear within a single year. Yet we have definite proof that cer- 
tain kinds of these minute creatures have persisted without any 
perceptible change for thousands of years; for the Greeks and 
the ancient Egyptians suffered from the same bacterial diseases 
as we do to-day. More than that, we have even found numerous 
examples of diseased conditions among the fossils of the ancient 
rocks, the pathological condition of the bones testifying that 
some at least of these disease-producing microbes have persisted 
without change for a number of suceessive generations wholly 
beyond computation. Is not this stubborn persistence of these 
forms without change for such periods of time strong proof 
that the higher forms also would probably not lose their identity 
after a similar number of generations had passed, which in their 
case would mean many millions of years? 


Herbert Spencer’s Premise Demolished 


5. In modern biological studies, no principle is better es- 
tablished than that acquired characters are not inherited. Yet 
we must not forget the dictum of Herbert Spencer, given many 
years ago, “Either there has been inheritance of acquired 
characters, or there has been no evolution.” If he were alive 
to-day, would he accept the alternative now so well established? 
Regarding the companion principle of natural selection, the late 
John Burroughs has stated the case very tersely: “He [Darwin] 
has already been shorn of his selection theories as completely 
as Samson was shorn of his locks.” In view of this situation, 
what is there left of Darwinism? 
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6. The subject of the origin of species has been made very 
complicated by the voluminous literature written upon it during 
the past half century; but in reality, the question is still very 
simple. Have new species been produced by either artificial or 
natural methods within modern times? Our answer. to this 
question will depend entirely upon how we define the term 
“species.” There is no doubt that by the experiments in crogs- 
ing inspired by Mendel’s discoveries, we have produced forms 
quite as distinctly “new” as hundreds that are listed in our 
systematic classifications. However, there is this difference,— 
that these “new species” which we have produced by breeding 
experiments are usually cross fertile with their kin or in back- 
crossing; while among the wild species as found in nature, such 
cross fertility is at least very rare. Many phases of this sub- 
ject are still obscure, but two facts are very evident: first, that 
the “species” listed in our textbooks have been marked off on 
altogether too narrow lines — that is, the “splitting” of species 
has been greatly overdone; and second, that these new dis- 
coveries help us to understand the origin of great numbers of 
variations found in a state of nature which have evidently arisen 
somehow from comparatively few originals surviving from that 
great world catastrophe of the Deluge, which is now as well 
established a fact as the burning of Carthage or the fall of 
Babylon. 

Geology Does, Not Support Evolution 


7. In that one word, “Deluge,” we have entered upon another 
phase of our larger subject, which until very lately was sup- 
posed to be one of the strongest lines of evidence in favor of the 
evolution theory. To quote the words of Professor Thomas 
Hunt Morgan, the argument from geology “is by all odds the 
strongest evidence that we have in favor of organic evolution.” 
This argument was founded on the supposed fact that geology 
ean tell us accurately just what types of life lived first and what 
others came into existence afterwards during long ages of time. 
This is what has long been called the geological history of life 
on our globe; and this supposed history has always been the 
backbone of the whole evolution theory. But what if this geo- 
logical history of the fossil forms should turn out to be a purely 
artificial arrangement, and not in any sense a historical one? 

It has been my chief business for some twenty years to study 
this phase of the subject. Those who wish to go into this matter 
more fully will find help in my “Fundamentals of Geology,” 
obtainable from the publishers of this tract. Here it must 
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suffice to say that the geological arrangement of the fossils is 
a purely artificial arrangement, based entirely on the evolution 
theory, and is utterly absurd as a real history of life on the 
globe, and even more absurd as evidence in favor of evolution, 
which is the very thing it was arranged to illustrate. The proof 
of this assertion is ample, and rests on recent discoveries which 
will appear convincing to any one who will take the trouble to 
inform himself. 

Geology has always presented the two alternative explana- 
tions, uniformity (that is, the evolutionary explanation) or the 
Deluge. Like its counterpart in biology, evolutionary geology 
is founded on the assumption that the geological changes of the 
past took place according to the rate and kind of changes now 
taking place in our modern world; while the hypothesis of a 
universal Deluge says that at a certain time in the remote past, 
a world-catastrophe occurred, which explains great numbers of 
the changes recorded in the rocks. The evidence for a universal 
Deluge is scattered all over the globe; but evolutionary geology 
has long tried to minimize and explain away this evidence by 
having these great changes take place on the installment plan, 
and it has taught us a pretty story of the exact “history” of 
this installment plan. But the finding of immense areas in 
various parts of the world where the fossils occur in relative 
positions directly contrary to this installment plan, has helped 
to open our eyes to the fact that this supposed “history” of the 
successive types of life is only a huge blunder, founded on a 
long series of other blunders, and wholly unworthy of credence 
as a scientific fact. 


Where Evolution and Christianity Utterly Disagree 


The foregoing are some of the reasons why, as a believer in 
only accurate and demonstrable science, I cannot believe in the 
evolution theory, and why I believe that the hypothesis of a 
direct creation of man and all the leading types of life at ap- 
proximately one time offers a much more probable explanation 
of the origin of things. But in addition, there are some very 
serious moral and social objections to the evolution doctrine, two 
of which we should consider briefly ere closing. 

1. One horrible result following from the logic of Darwinism 
is the minimizing of sin; for according to this theory, sin is only 
inherited animalism. On this view, it is not man’s fault, but his 
misfortune, that he is a sinner. Hence, if any being in the uni- 
verse is responsible for the sin and misery in our world, it must 
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be God Himself. No one who accepts the evolutionary origin 
of man can continue to believe in the Bible doctrine of the fall of 
man as the explanation of the origin of sin; nor can he longer 
believe in the doctrine of the atonement, which is the Bible 
remedy for this fall. 

2. Again, Darwinism teaches that man has advanced chiefly 
by means of those hard, cruel instincts which he shares with 
the tiger and the wolf; and if there is any truth in logic, we 
must be undermining all that the race has gained, in just so far 
as we eliminate this law of selfish struggle for survival, and 
substitute the law of love for this law of hate. Darwin himself 
complained that by our asylums, our poor laws, our vaccination, 
and other methods of modern medicine, we are keeping alive 
the “unfit,” and are thus adopting measures which he said 
“must be highly injurious to the race of man”; because in this 
way, we are interfering with the natural ladder, the “survival 
of the fittest,’ by which the race has climbed to its present 
status. But, as William Jennings Bryan has pointed out, can 
any doctrine be safe and sound that would forbid us to save 
weak babies by Pasteurizing their milk, or that would hinder us 
from. seeking medical remedies for those diseases which kill off 
millions who have no natural immunity against them? True, 
Darwin admitted that we should continue our humanitarian 
work; for otherwise we would bring about “deterioration in the 
noblest part of our nature.” But how can we trust a doctrine’ 
that is at open war with “the noblest part of our nature”? 

In addition, I am opposed to the evolution doctrine because I 
am a Christian, and evolution contradicts what my Bible tells 
me about the cause of sin and the remedy for it. Still further, 
as a scientist, I am not a believer in the evolution theory; be- 
cause the alternative of a direct creation offers a more believable 
explanation of the origin of things,— of matter, of energy, of 
life, and of the various distinct kinds of life, including man. 
And in taking this position of denying evolution and accepting 
creation, I believe that I am following the only true scientific 
method of reasoning, and the only method safe enough to follow 
in all the important problems of life. 


What does geology tell us about the Flood? Does it favor the evolutionary 
hypothesis? Is it evidence for or against a belief in God? Read ‘‘Evolu- 


tionary Geology and the New Catastrophism.’’ $1.85, postpaid. 
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